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SECTION  I:  INTRODUCTION 

A.  BACKGROUND: 

Mobilization  Training  Unit  Fl-1  (MTU  Fl-1)  was  tasked  by 
Headquarters  Marine  Corps  through  the  operational  sponsorship  of 
the  Development  Center,  Marine  Corps  Development  and  Education 
Command  (MCDEC)  to  determine  the  cost  effectiveness  of  the  U.S. 

Marine  Corps  in  the  national  defense  structure.  This  study  may  be 
used  as  input  into  the  development  center's  established  five-year  plan. 

In  prosecuting  this  study,  a  plan  was  prepared  listing  the  tasks 
to  be  accomplished.  Specific  dates  for  the  accomplishment  of  each 
task  were  also  established.  A  literature  search,  including  a 
computer  scan  at  DTIC;  a  visit  to  Headquarters,  Marine  Corps; 
records  check  at  the  library,  educational  center,  MCDEC;  along  with 
various  manuals  and  publications  published  by  the  Department  of 
Defense  and  other  service  components  were  utilized  as  resource 
materials  in  the  production  of  this  study. 

B.  SCOPE: 

The  scope  of  this  study  is  to  provide  broad  coverage  on  the 
cost  effectiveness  of  the  Marine  Corps  in  the  national  defense 
structure  by  identifying  and  comparing  net  benefits  associated 
with  alternatives  for  achieving  the  same  defined  goals. 

This  study  will  also  give  a  projection  of  costs  of  the  Marine 
Corps  in  the  mid-range  period  based  on  possible  deployments  to  meet 
anticipated  threats  and  other  potential  commitments,  i.e.,  RDJTF.  / 
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C.  STUDY  ORGANIZATION: 

The  study  was  performed  by  Mobilization  Training  Unit  Fl-1 
(MTU  Fl-1)  organized  in  the  following  manner: 

1.  Project  Manager:  (MTU  Commander)  Has  overall 
responsibility  for  the  project  to  include  the  following:  Coordinator/ 
Status  Peports/Resources/Procurement/Assignment  of  General  and 
Specific  Tasks/Liasion  with  MCDEC. 

2.  STUDY  GROUP  I:  Has  responsibility  for  quality  control/ 
forma t/bibliographies/methodologies/introduction/background/proof- 
reading/reproduction . 

3.  STUDY  GROUP  II:  Has  responsibility  for  production/ 
measure  of  effectiveness  (MOE's)/cost  effectiveness  analysis  of 
each  component/study  organization. 

Study  steering  and  advice  was  provided  by  CDSA  Branch, 

Development  Center,  Marine  Corps  Development  and  Education  Command 
(MCDEC) . 

D.  GENERAL  METHODOLOGY: 

The  basic  methodology  employed  in  this  study  is  straightforward 
and  consists  of  the  familiar  activities  of  data  collection,  analysis 
and  synthesis  where  actual  data  was  not  readily  accessible.  An 
averaging  method  was  utilized  using  available  data  to  provide  a 
base  for  projecting  missing  data. 

SECTION  II:  ENVIRONMENT: 

A.  ERA  CONCEPT: 

This  study  will  use  the  ERA  concept  (i.e.  pre,post  and  conflict 
years)  to  indicate  budget  averages  of  the  various  armed  forces 
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components  from  1940  to  1970  as  a  means  of  showing  historical 
trends  in  defense  budgeting.  The  ERA'S  used  are: 

1.  Pre  WW  II  (1940) 

2.  WW  II  (1941-1945) 

3.  Post  WW  II/Pre-Korean  (1946-1949) 

4.  Korean  (1950-1954) 

5.  Inter-Conflict  Era  (1955-1964) 

6.  Viet-Nam  (1965-1970) 

7.  Post  Viet-Nam  (1971-1980) 

These  eras, as  depicted  in  the  appendices,  graphically  illustrate 
the  rise  and  decline  of  Department  of  Defense  budgeting  during 
peacetime  and  conflict.  These  trends  will  be  used  in  conjunction 
with  such  other  factors  as  political,  social  and  economic  changes 
to  project  Marine  Corps  funding  through  the  mid-range  period. 

B.  THREATS  OF  THE  EIGHTIES  AND  THE  MARINE  CORPS  ROLE: 

The  most  probable  threat  to  the  United  States  and  its'  allies 
during  the  1980 's  will  be  a  Soviet/styled  enemy.  The  type  threats 
can  be  summarized  under  three  (3)  general  categories: 

1.  The  Soviet/Warsaw  Pact 

2.  The  Soviet  Surrogate  Forces/Non-Warsaw 

3.  The  Soviet  Third  World  Forces 

Specifically,  the  activities  of  the  Vietnamese  in  Southeast 
Asia;  the  Soviet  presence  in  Southwest  Asia;  the  Cuban  activities 
in  Cuba,  Africa,  Latin  America,  Central  America  and  in  the  Caribbean; 
and  the  North  Korean  involvement  in  Northeast  Asia,  are  of  great 
concern  to  the  United  States  and  will  be  during  the  mid-range  period. 

The  Middle  East  situation  has  been  a  hotbed  of  activity  and 
could  develop  at  any  time  into  a  conflict  of  a  large  magnitude. 

This  threat  environment  will  probably  exist  throughout  most  of  the  1980' 
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and  maybe  beyond.  The  United  States  must  be  prepared  to  protect 
American  interest  in  this  region  and  react  rapidly  to  any  situation. 

The  Rapid  Deployment  Joint  Task  Forces  (RDJTF)  could  be  the 
answer  to  the  military  organization  needed  to  rapidly  respond  to 
any  threat.  The  Marine  Corps'  role  as  a  part  of  the  RDJTF  could 
be  expanded  so  that  it  becomes  the  nucleus  of  the  force.  The  task 
organization  of  the  Marine  Corps  Air/Ground  Team  certainly  lends 
itself  to  missions  requiring  a  rapidly  deploying  unit. 

In  any  conflict  during  the  1980's,  it  can  be  anticipated  that 
United  States  forces  will  face  a  well-organized  and  equipped  enemy 
with  advanced  technology.  This  has  been  evidenced  recently  by  the 
employment  of  sophisticated  weaponry  by  Soviet  Surrogate  Forces 
during  the  3-day  war  and  the  direct  Soviet  intervention  into 
Afghanistan.  Based  on  the  possible  threats  that  the  United  States 
will  face  in  the  1930's,  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  has  examined 
the  Marine  Corps'  current  mission  structure,  equipment  spending 
plans  and  has  analyzed  4  approaches  that  the  Marine  Corps  can 
take  to  combat  the  threats  facing  the  United  States  in  the  1980 's. 

FIRST:  The  1st  concerns  the  path  now  being  followed  by 
the  Defense  Department  in  which  there  are  no  significant  changes  and 
the  current  budget  request  for  strategy,  structure,  acquistion  or 
systems  development  beyond  the  effect  of  the  Rapid  Deployment  Force. 

SECOND :  The  2nd  option  envisions  reinforcement  of  Norway 
and  Denmark  in  a  crisis  that  would  preceed  a  NATO/Warsaw  Pact 
conflict.  Such  a  significant  shift  away  from  the  Marines’  general 
purpose  role  would  mean  conversion  of  nearly  two  divisions  and  air 
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wings  into  a  force  concentrated  on  land  warfare  in  Northern  Europe. 
Equipment  for  one  brigade,  including  cold  weather  gear,  would  be 
pre-stocked  in  Norway,  with  the  equipment  for  4  others  in  Denmark. 

THIRD;  The  3rd  alternative  would  make  the  Marine  Corps  the 
chief  participant  in  the  Rapid  Deployment'  Force  for  3rd  World 
Missions.  It  differs  from  current  Defense  Department  planning  in 
that  the  Marine  Corps  would  be  equipped  solely  for  Middle  Eastern 
combat.  This  option  reflects  the  view  that  NATO  allies  should  take 
a  greater  share  of  defending  their  own  territory.  It  might  also 
bring  on  the  dedication  of  some  Army  units  to  NATO's  northern  flank. 

A  requirement  emerging  from  this  approach  would  be  more 
amphibious  lift,  generating  constant  deployment  of  a  small  Marine 
amphibious  brigade  in  the  Indian  Ocean  and  intermittent  deployment 
in  the  Pacific,  as  well  as  the  current  presence  in  the  Mediterranean. 

Coupled  with  the  Diego  Garcia  pre-positioning,  the 
increase  in  lift  would  permit  nearly  2  Marine  divisions  to  land 
anywhere  on  the  Arabian  Sea  within  2  weeks  of  the  order  to  deploy. 

Once  on  land,  the  Marines  would  need  more  light  armored 
vehicles,  as  well  as  the  air  cushioned/assault  landing  craft 
(LCAC) ,  which  would  carry  at  least  3  of  them  for  up  to  200  miles 
at  speeds  over  40  knots. 

FOURTH :  The  final  option  concerns  rapid  response  to 

a  mixed  crisis  demanding  both  land  and  amphibious  capabilities.  It 
would  resemble  the  2nd  and  3rd  approaches  in  dedicating  much  of  the 
Marine  Corps  to  specific  missions  while  preserving  one  division 
for  a  wide  variety  of  tasks. 
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SECTION  III;  ANALYSIS; 

A.  FACTORS  BEARING  ON  THE  PROBLEM: 

1.  The  U.S.  Coast  Guard  will  not  be  considered  a 
component  branch  of  the  Armed  Forces  for  this  study. 

2.  This  study  will  use  the  era  concept  (i.e.  pre,  post 
and  conflict  years)  to  acquire  budget  averages  of  the  various 
armed  forces  components  from  1940  through  1970  to  depict  historical 
trends  in  Department  of  Defense  budgeting. 

3.  The  annual  budgets  of  the  various  Armed  Forces 
components  from  1970  through  1980  will  be  utilized  as  a  base  for 
projecting  Department  of  Defense  budgeting  in  the  Mid-Range  Period. 

4.  Political,  social,  economic  and  perceived  threat 
factors  influence  military  budget  figures  by  increasing  the 
figures  in  times  of  potential  conflict  and  reducing  the  figures 
in  times  of  peace. 

5.  Budget  figures  reflect  the  mission  and  deployments 
of  the  various  Armed  Forces  components . 

6.  Budget  data  for  the  U.S.  Air  Force  and  the  Department 
of  Defense  is  not  available  prior  to  1949  since  the  1948  budget 
was  finalized  at  the  time  of  their  creation  in  1947. 

7.  Budget  figures  for  the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  are  extracted 
from  the  Secretary  of  Defense  Annual  Report  (which  includes  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy’s  Annual  Report)  and  the  Department  of  the 
Navy  Historical  Budget  Data  Pamphlet  (January,  1980). 

8.  The  remaining  component  forces'  budget  data  are 
extracted  from  the  Annual  Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United 
States  series. 
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9.  Budget  figures  are  converted  to  FY-80  dollars  based 
on  the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  Cost  Factors  Manual  (MCO  P7000.14B). 

10.  The  credibility  of  the  study  is  dependent  upon  the 
ability  to  show  the  blue/green  dollar  breakdown  as  it  relates  to 
the  Navy  budget  and  to  show  the  percentage  of  blue  dollars  that 
is  actually  utilised  by  the  U.S.  Marine  Corps. 

11.  Due  to  the  inability  to  obtain  complete  budgetary 
information  on  the  blue/green  dollar  breakdown,  this  study  has 
taken  the  two  (2)  years  that  were  available  (1977  and  1978)  and 
used  this  data  as  a  base  to  project  the  remaining  yearly  percentages. 

12.  Due  to  the  inability  to  obtain  complete  Marine 
Corps  budgetary  information,  the  years  that  were  available  (see 
appendix)  were  averaged,  and  the  resulting  percentage  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  budget  was  applied  to  the  missing  yearly  data. 

B.  ASSUMPTIONS: 

During  the  initial  phases  of  this  study,  (the  data  gathering 
stage  and  the  initial  planning  phase) ,  it  became  obvious  that  several 
assumptions  would  have  to  be  made  if  this  study  were  to  provide 
meaningful  data.  These  assumptions  are: 

1.  That  component  force  manning  levels  will  remain 
relatively  constant  during  the  mid-range  period. 

2.  That  Department  of  Defense  budget  increases  will 
maintain  the  rate  increase  indicated  by  historical  trends. 

3.  That  due  to  the  inaccessability  of  complete  Marine 
Corps  budget  data,  the  average  Marine  Corps  percentage  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  budget  remained  at  2.62%  (based  on  available 
data)  . 


4.  That  due  to  the  inaccessability  of  complete  blue/ 
green  dollar  split  data,  the  average  Marine  Corps  percentage 
increase  is  .98%  of  the  Department  of  Defense  budget  (based  on 
available  data) . 

C.  SPECIFIC  METHODOLOGY: 

This  study  was  initiated  by  conducting  a  literature  search 
utilizing  the  MCDEC  Library,  DTIC  Publications,  pertinent  manuals 
furnished  by  Headquarters  Marine  Corps ,  Department  of  Navy 
Sources,  Department  of  Army  Sources  and  Public  Library  information. 
The  data  extracted  from  these  sources  is  included  in  the  appendices. 

D.  ANALYSIS  DISCUSSION: 

This  study  required  several  diverse  sources  of  information  to 
provide  the  basic  data  necessary  for  the  Mid-Range  Projection. 

These  areas  include  military  budget  data,  manpower  data,  basic 
mission  assignment  of  each  branch  of  the  Department  of  Defense, 
and  an  evaluation  of  potential  threat  situations  in  the  Mid-Range 
Period. 

The  budget  data  reveals  that  the  Marine  Corps  receives  the 
lowest  percentage  of  the  Department  of  Defense  budget,  and,  when 
graphically  depicted, that  the  Marine  Corps  budget  remains 
relatively  stable,  i.e.,  without  the  drastic  increase/decrease 
excursions  exhibited  by  other  components  of  the  Department  of 
Defense.  Interestingly,  the  rate  of  increase  (based  on  a  30-year 
historical  study)  of  Department  of  Defense  component  budgets 
reveals  that  the  Marine  Corps  has  averaged  the  highest  annual 
percentage  increase  (at  6.11%)  but  the  disparity  between  the 
actual  budgets  makes  this  figure  relatively  insignificant. 

The  manpower  data  was  utilized  to  produce  a  cost-per-man 
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figure.  Since  the  Marine  Corps  is  the  most  manpower  intensive 
component  of  the  Department  of  Defense  (701  of  Marine  Corps 
budget  is  used  to  support  manpower  activities) ,  this  gives  the 
Marine  Corps  the  lowest  cost-per-man  figure  while  yielding  an 
operating-to-support  ratio  of  60:40  -  the  highest  of  any  component 
of  the  Department  of  Defense.  The  remaining  components  utilize  a 
greater  portion  of  their  budgets  on  hardware  items,  i.e..  Air 
Force  (aircraft  and  missiles) ,  Navy  (ships  and  aircraft)  and  Army 
(aircraft  and  armor),  which,  by  sheer  numbers,  outweigh  the  Marine 
Corps . 

A  study  of  the  mission  assignment  of  each  component  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  indicates  that  there  has  been  little  change 
to  their  basic  mission,  however,  commitments  have  been  modified 
to  reflect  world  changes  in  anticipated  threat  areas.  For  the 
Marine  Corps,  this  has  resulted  in  a  commitment  to  the  Rapid 
Deployment  Joint  Task  Force  (RDJTF) ,  a  commitment  to  the  NATO 
Northern  Flank  and  the  possibility  of  a  Southwestern  Asia  Threat. 
These  changes  have  resulted  in  more  diversified  types  of  training 
for  the  Marine  Corps,  however,  the  basic  mission  has  remained  the 
same. 

SECTION  IV:  SUMMARY 

Supported  by  the  appendices  to  this  staff  study  (most  notably 
the  total  budget  and  the  cost-per-man  data) ,  it  can  be  seen  that 
the  Marine  Corps  has  operated  at  a  lower  cost  than  any  other 
component  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

SECTION  V;  CONCLUSION 

That,  within  the  parameters  of  this  study  and  utilizing  the 
30- year  historical  data  as  a  base,  the  Marine  Corps  will  continue 
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to  operate  during  the  Mid-Range  Projection  Period  at  the  lowest 
cost  of  any  component  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

SECTION  VI:  APPENDICES 


Military  Budget  Data 
Manpower  Data 


Cost-Per-Man  Data 
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Mid-Range  Budget  Projection 

Department  Of  Defense  Budget  Breakdown  In  Dollars 
(ERA  Graphic  Depiction) 

Department  Of  Defense  Budget  Breakdown  Percentages 
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26,709.0 

120, *85. 5 

2c , 529.9 

40,0d5.7 

(25,167.5) 

4,916.1 

*7 , 6** . C 

197C 

87,950.0 

25,025.0 

20,404.0 

2,260.1® 

28,2*8.0 

116,718.4 

22,210.7 

40,249.2 
(*5,9*7 .2) 

4,411.9 

*7,487.9 

197?^ 

94,810.0 

24,221.0 

21,287.0 

i,  300.6® 

28, *56.0 

117,877.2 

20,126.4 

58,899.1 

(*4,442.3) 

4,455.8 

35 , 2*5.0 

1976 

102,682.0 

26,250.0 

35,572.0 

2,241.2® 

29,344.0 

119,226.8 

30,505.1 

29,015.2 

(24,504.6) 

4,510.6 

24,100.7 

1979 

114,759.0 

31,441.0 

41,777.0 

2,509.4® 

39,914.0 

124,976.8 

24,016.0 

45,198.5 
(40,ct>C  .2 ) 

4 , 822 . 2 

4* , 16* .0 

19.JJ 

115, 500.0' 

32,161.0 

42,503.0 

4,789.9® 

*8, *82.0 

(38,512.1) 


uTKLR 

4,24 5.0 
9|5w0«9 


£,512 .C 
*  11,060.6 


*,97*.0 
9 , 725  .  «• 


c  ,  ti.O  .0 

IS, 17*. 2 


2,811.0 
9, 6*4.4 


4,9l7.0 

7,c9o.4 


6 , *0* . 0 
8,926.2 


4,272.0 

5,169.4 


10,956.0 

12,596.7 


12,515.0 

15,705.8 


16,626.0 

17,987.7 


20,C54.0 


APPENDIX  1(c) 


MILITARY  BUDGET  PATA  NOTES 


1.  Figures  may  not  add  due  to  rounding , 

2.  First  line  figures  are  yearly  budget  data,  second  line  figures  are 
yearly  data  converted  to  1980  dollars  (  except  Navy),  Navy  figures 
are  Department  of  Navy  totals  with  third  line  converted  DoN  figures 
alaus  converted  Marine  figures. 

S.  Conversion  factors  for  pre-1945  not  available. 

4.  1949  firstly  ear  figures  for  Air  Force  s^and  Department  of  Defense 
since  FY48  budget  already  finalised  at  time  of  their  creation  in 
1947. 

5.  Marine  budget  ^averages  2.62$  of  DoD  budget.  Marine  portion  of 
Blue/Green  dollar  split  averages  .98$  of  DoD  budget  for  a  total 
Varine  average  of  3.6$  of  DOD  budget. 

6.  Figures  noted  with  (6)  are  actual  data  for  Marine  figures  while 
other  figures  are  projected  data  utilising  3.6$  of  DoD  budget. 

7.  FY77  covers  period  from  1  Jul  76  to  30  Sep  77 


APPENDIX  1(d) 


ifi£ 

1940 

269,023 

1941 

1,462,515 

1942 

5,075,608 

1943 

6,994,472 

1944 

7,994,750 

1945 

8,267,953 

1946 

1,891,011 

1947 

991,285 

1943 

554,030 

1949 

660,473 

1950 

593,167 

1951 

1,531,774 

1352 

1,596,419 

195i 

1,533,815 

1954 

1,404,598 

1955 

1,109,296 

1956 

1,025,778 

1957 

997,994 

1958 

898,925 

1959 

861,964 

1360 

875,078 

1311 

858,622 

1  ,ii  1 

1,066,404 

3.  i 

975,916 

i3-  4 

972,446 

umPOKER  I  AT  A 

t 


MAVY 

MARINES 

160,997 

28,545 

234,427 

64,359 

640,570 

142,613 

1,741,750 

508,523 

2,981,365 

475,604 

3,530,817 

474,680 

983,593 

155,679 

493,661 

95,053 

419,162 

84,988 

449,575 

85,965 

581,538 

74,279 

736,630 

192,620 

824,265 

231,967 

794,440 

249,219 

725,720 

224,000 

660,695 

205,170 

669,925 

200,780 

677,108 

200,861 

641,005 

189,495 

626,340 

175,571 

617,934 

170,621 

627,009 

176,903 

666,428 

190,962 

664,647 

183,633 

667,163 

189,751 

iTR  FORCE 

* 


* 


# 

* 


* 

419,547 

411,277 

738, 5B1 

985,261 

977,593 

947,918 

959,946 

909,958 

919,855 

871,156 

840,435 

814,752 

821,151 

884  ,0<s5 

869,431 

855,902 
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IS 

>6 

>7* 

>8 

9 

0 

1 

2 

5 

4 

r5 

r6 

7 

r8 


’9 


968,515 

1,199,046 

1,454,030 

1,520,000 

1,512,000 

1,522,000 

1,124,000 

811,000 

801,000 

785,000 

784,000 

779,000 

782,000 

771,000 

774,000 


MANPOWER  TATA 

MA2Z 

671,009 
744,469 
755,000 
762,000 
776, OX 
692,000 
623,000 
588,000 
564, OX 
546, OX 
555,  OX 
524,000 
550, OX 
550, OX 
524, OX 


(ID 

i 

MARINES 

190,187 
261,687 
281, OX 
295,  OX 
510,0X 
260,  OX 
212, OX 
198, OX 
196, OX 
189,0X 
196, OX 
192,  XO 
192,0X 
191, OX 
190,  OX 


HR  FORC] 
825,655 
886,550 
899, OX 
887, OX 
862,  OX 
791, OX 
755, OX 
726,  OX 
691,0X 
644, OX 
612,  OX 
585,0X 
570, OX 
569,  XO 
562, OX 


*-  Figures  subsequent  to  1966  are  rounded  to  thousands. 
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♦ 


jg£ 

1940 

5,572.20 

1941 

26,936.06 

1942 

4,657.78 

1943 

6,079.88 

1944 

6,183.83 

1945 

54,443,12 

1346 

83,986.56 

1947 

48,629.51 

1348 

69,856.14 

1949 

57,550.87 

1950 

50,937.49 

1351 

19,571.69 

1952 

37,686.22 

1953 

39,737.52 

1954 

54,068.18 

1955 

29,021.29 

1956 

31,558.29 

1957- 

30,215.91 

1358 

31,679.17 

1359 

33,312.99 

1 363 

32,506.51 

..>61 

34,534.99 

*  *  i  •- 

51,169.14 

53,953.25 

54,525.80 


ua 


45,505.55 

44,201.57 

29,015.72 

59,061.55 

45,701.25 

49,079.71 

45,908.93 

45,210,21 

44,295.74 

46,628.85 

49,600.70 

50,614.58 

49,754.50 

50,520.69 

55,187.93 

55,839.62 


21,019.02 

21,564.05 

17,066.76 

24,956.57 

25,756.06 

26,557.05 

25,605.50 

25,225.62 

22,922.82 

25,548.37 

25,640.91 

21,592.89 

25,749.40 

25,671.60 

26,389.29 

25,896.58 


* 

* 

« 

* 

« 

* 

* 

* 

* 

19,421.39 

89,551.64 

55,587.06 

49,556.80 

57,109.45 

61,266.06 

61,914.84 

64,255.08 

66,424.09 

66*580.50 

68,866.72 

70,277.83 

70,503.72 

68,572.04 

68,414.86 

66,767.90 
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1965 


COST-PER-MAM  DATA  (II) 
♦ 


JSS 

&vx 

MARINES 

m  FORCE 

1965 

52,648.95 

47,487.59 

24,398.09 

60,294.09 

1966 

51,851.97 

48,655.87 

19,668.92 

58,654.48 

1967* 

55,556.12 

54,698.27 

21,474.02 

62,549.05 

1968 

58,664.21 

58,898.29 

22,186.10 

67,598.87 

1969 

58,028.84 

57,458.65 

20,509.35 

68,017.63 

1970 

59,628.57 

56,960.98 

29,931.54 

66,457.52 

1971 

41,598.22 

61,645.18 

25,240.09 

64,104.77 

1972 

52,593.09 

61,496.77 

25,235.35 

61,948.21 

1975 

44,710.74 

60,987.59 

25,172.96 

60,158.90 

1974 

44,642.02 

61,962.64 

24,502.21 

62,441.77 

1975 

42,780.48 

65,753.64 

25,092.96 

61,819.12 

1976 

42,632.48 

68,582.65 

22,978.65 

64,081.88 

1977* 

38,524.81 

64,987.56 

25,207.29 

61,850.88 

1978 

59,565.63 

65,105.02 

25,615.71 

59,929.82 

1979 

45,948.32 

77,054.92 

.25,432.00 

76,858.08 

*-  1967  and  subsequent  figures  basedc  on  manpower  data  rounded  to  thousands 
*-  1977  covers  period  1  Jul  76  to  50  Sep  77 
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30  Yr>w  BUDGET  PIRCElffAGE  IHCR2ASF/DECREA5E 


r 


222 

ARMY 

NAVY 

• 

PJJtlfiES 

AYR  FORCE 

0TK3) 

1051 

1*7.36 

63.37 

26.52 

107.16 

‘  63.69 

13.78 

1952 

76.10 

100.68 

50.63 

76.10 

83.9U 

36.83 

1  95? 

10.88 

1.31 

12.76 

10.88 

It*. 62 

31**73 

1951' 

-7.39 

-21.1*9 

-.30 

-7.39 

t*»02 

-9.30 

15:5 

-15.39 

-32.72 

-16.21 

-18.52 

2.31* 

— 2li.Cu 

1956 

.75 

.56 

-It  *56 

U.56 

-1.63 

23.33 

i*>7 

-9.09 

-6.65 

3.61 

-5-05 

U-50 

—fc7 • Ov 

195- 

-3.91 

-5.56 

-•35 

-3.91 

-5-07 

2.2p 

I95v 

1.75 

.83 

3-91* 

1.75 

-.21 

3O.il* 

i960 

-1.02 

-1.77 

.60 

-18.16 

-1.07 

15. 06 

1?u1 

2.23 

5.13 

-.25 

23.61) 

1.11 

—3.1*0 

1962 

7.62 

12.10 

7.91 

7.62 

l*.7i 

15.52 

15-63 

2.11 

-.31 

5*00 

2.11 

-1.06 

61.33 

-.29 

1.32 

1.61 

-9.M 

-3.91* 

23.03 

1565 

-7.03 

-5- 83 

-11.29 

2.33 

-13-09 

1*8.73 

1 966 

10.92 

20.73 

13.63 

10.92 

U.69 

3.  ih 

i?67 

17. 21* 

3U.69 

13.75 

17.21* 

8.16 

11.29 

l-«c= 

8.1*6 

1U.  32 

6.97 

8.1*6 

6.63 

-G.69 

1569 

-2.86 

-2.16 

-.65 

-2.66 

-2.22 

-16.17 

i?7  0 

-7.56 

-G.89 

-11.60 

22.1*0 

-IO.3U 

16.13 

i-*7l 

-8.91* 

-10.75 

-2.57 

-31.21* 

-7.93 

-12.il* 

1  -7.’ 

-6.62 

-9.12 

-5*61* 

-6.62 

-7. 08 

l*.6i 

*  •  i  < 

-9.10. 

-15.72 

-U.80 

-9.10 

-7.57 

-3.2.1 

*  w*» 

-3.83 

-2.1*0 

-1.61* 

1.96 

-3.26 

-21.6u 

‘■•7s 

-.76 

-U.05 

3.95 

6.20 

-5-92 

15.3^ 

V 
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30  Yx-fc*  RiWtT  PaC^FiAGi.  I!«itrJ1.s»i./U£ChfcAs'fc  (II) 


Pol) 

Awrt 

1976 

-3.05 

-.98 

1977 

.99 

-9.29 

1976 

1.23 

1.26 

1975 

13.12 

11.51 

19c0 

.39 

-2.51 

•n'-Y.Jj. 

RIG.  *T 
J.'iifJ.Q  r 

3.61 

U.25 

t 

< 


KAV7 

K/JtI.T£i> 

Alh  WhCt 

2.19 

-10.29 

-91 

-It. 16 

1.00 

-5-96 

.ib 

1.23 

-3.27 

16.99 

7.13 

26,63 

-U.35 

-2.o6 

-11.12 

3.1*6 

6.11 

U.li2 

* 


oihut 

-36.50 

135^.63 

15.51 

li*.53 

1I4.62 

I’J.cS 
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HU  MITtll-.T  I'EKCLNTAur.  BRKAKTjV.H 

» 


m. 

wivr 

tftdtXNES 

AIR  FV5KCL 

POST  VSKII 
(1946-1949) 

56,18 

'  29.01 

2.68 

12.08 

KOREAN 

(1950-1954) 

55.05 

22.65 

2.62 

51.22 

INTER 

CONFLICT 

(1955-1964) 

25.46 

24.95 

2.62 

44.48 

VIET-NAil 

(1965-1970) 

50.16 

25.96 

2.C2 

54.24 

• 

POST 

VIET-NAM 

(1971-19dO) 

27.71 

29.55 

2.62 

51.57 

APPENDIX  S 


MP-RAHCE  H7I CST  PRCVJ 7CTI0,  *  , 


1V>I> 

ARVT. 

H/VY 

KM  TOES 

AIR  FORCE 

OTHEr 

19S1 

1U0, 662. 6 

3^.570. 3 

39.9^5.0 

1*. 950.7 

1*0,078.5 

22,395.0 

ift£* 

11*6,021. a 

36.039.5 

1*1,327.1 

5,285.0 

1*1,850.0 

25,379.1 

1  ?t3 

151,585.2 

37.571.2 

1*2,757.0 

5,607.9 

1*3,699.8 

29,1'.:.  7 

1P7, 360.6 

39,168.0 

1*1*. 236. 1* 

5,950.5 

1*5,631.3 

3i,it5.i 

'  j  ■  f 

10.35  6.0 

140,832.6 

1*5.767.0 

6,3H.i 

1*7,61;?.  2 

•5!  tV'  -> 

'  •  . 

■*  * 

'*0,579.9 

142,568.0 

-1*7.350.5 

6,699.9 

1*9,75L.3 

38,315.1 

170,010.9 

UU, 377.1 

1*8,986.6 

7,109.3 

51,053.1. 

1*7,1.77.1 

•  *  r , 

1*6, 263.1 

50,683,8 

7,51;3.7 

51j,21s?.7 

1.7 ,0-5.9 

159,710.6 

1*8,229.3 

52,1*37.5 

8,001*.  6 

56,61*7.5 

52.19U. 7 

i?n, 933.8 

50,279.0 

51*,  251. 8 

8,1*93.7 

59,151.3 

57,857.8 

•Urine  30  Ytar  Average  Percentage  Increase 
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mi*1 a 


RESOURCE  MATERIALS 


% 


1. 

2a 

3. 

4. 

5. 

✓ 

v  • 

7. 

S. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
I?. 
P . 


14. 

15. 


16. 


Statistical  Abstract  of  the  United  States  (1979,  1969,  1962,  1961, 
19563.,  National  Data  Book  and  Guide  to  Sources,  U.  S.  Department 
of  Commerce,  Bureau  of  Census,  U.  S,  Government.  Printing  Office 

\ 

Historical  Statistics  of  the  United  States,  Colonial  Times  to  1970, 
l'.  S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Bureau  of  Census,  U.  S.  Government 
Printing  Office 

Marine  Corps  Cost  Factors  Manual,  MCO  P700Q.14B 
Marine  Corps  Study  System,  MCO  P3902.1 

United  States  Army  Combat  Developments  Command,  USACDC  Pamphlet 
:"i-l,  Force  Developments,  The  Measure  of  Effectiveness 

Study  Plan  for  Force  Structure  Analysis 

Historical  Budget  Data  Pamphlet  (Jan.  1980),  Department  of  the  Navy, 
Cfficc  of  the  Comptroller 

economic  Analysis  Handbook,  NAVFAC  F-442  (Juna  1973) 

An  Analysis  of  V.  S.  War  Costs  (DT1C) 

Ar~y  Force  Planning  Cost  Handbook  (DTIC) 

The  Relationship  Between  Inflation  and  Defense  Expenditures  (Di*tc) 

Hstiratio.i  of  Military  Support  Activity  Costs  (DTIC) 

>  rv.c i  ’.jr.  oe  the  Annual  Department  op  Defense  Co<=t  "ecft'rch 
j-.io'iix'  (7th)  held  in  Durham,  North  Carolina,  12-P  Cctohcr  P72 

Secretary  of  Defense,  Semi-Annual  Report,  Jan  1  -  Jun  30,  195° 
secretary  of  Defense,  Semi-Annual  Report,  Jan  1  -  Jun  30,  1955 
■Mnrct'irv  op  Defense  Annual  Renort,  19B0  -(Harold  Brown) 


K& 

V> 

V° 


APPENDIX  11(a) 


17*  Financial  Management  *ln  the  Navy  devised  1974) (  Naval 
Education  and  Training  Support  Go— end*  U.  S.  Own— t 
Printing  Of flea 

18.  Any.  Force  Planning  Cost  Handbook*  Dirac  to  re  to  of  Coat  Anal  ye  is* 
Office*  Comptroller  of  the  Any 

19.  Any  Staff  Officers*  Field  Manual  FM101-1O-1*  Organisational* 
Technical*  and  Logistic  Oats 

20*  Any  Staff  Officers*  Field  Manual  FM-101-10-2*  Bx tracts  of. 
Non-Divisional  TOS 


% 
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